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For Comptomzse on Space De[enses

[RYTY

"J‘“ WASHINGTON, Nov. 6 — Every
}ime the United States and the Soviet

} ion inch toward each other on limit-
,\Ag offensive nuclear forces, the path
dems to get clogged by fundamental
mf(erem.es on space-based defenses,

as the central
message of Secretary of
State George P. Shultz’s
meatings with Soviet leads
exs <arlier this week, ‘zeai:

" News
Analysis

[scientific

By LI:.SLIE H.’GEI.B 2 " i LI
Special to The New York Times

that withall tﬂe gublfc talkby Soviet of-
ficials about thejr willingness to allow
research on defensive sys-
tems, Lhenr formal position in the con:
tmumg Geneva arms negotiations re-
maing ' Moscow: still calls
for a, halt to the“development of space
strike ‘weapons, including research,”
the American officials say..

1t Mr. Reagan should decide to look:

many ofﬂclals

H uals acknowledged today.
Shultz reported l‘uesday that
 there was no narrowi
*arms control. Administration ofﬂcxals
said this meant that Mr. Shultz held
firm to the idea of reducing offensive
nuclear forces while moving to phase in
defenses against missile attacks, and
the Soviet leader, Mikhail S. Gorba-
chev, continued to insist that offensive
cuts depended on limiting defenses.
Both sides have proposed a 50 percent
cut in offensive weapons, but disagree
on how this would be achieved.
White House, Pentagon and State De-
partment officials further stated that
they saw no sign whatsoever that
President Reagan was planning to “5
ter course, and little give on Moscow’

part either. Administration official§ | We:

cited the continuing White House ban

against even studying possible comprp- | and test

mises on Mr. Rea “gan 's space-deferise
program, formal known as the

. strategic defense initiative.

! Little Time for Homework

| Thus, even if Mr. Reagan should de-
cide in the next few days to explore pos-
sible compromises at the summit
meeting, Administration expérts say
the time would be very short to do the

have been workmg mformally h,ave
oome up with these ideas:

n%a joint communic uniqué slanng
lhat both des would abide fully by the
1972 treaty limiti n? anuballlsua ‘mi
sile defe.nses, it leaving e{e in
else undefmed Z

9Agreeing to mmt Mr. Reagan's
-defense » “rges
su;lssxe g‘\rx gt todehnemnla(er

talks in such a way as to allow pl
muns pmsrams to go forward.
to. limit the program
research. gbut
betyeen permissible activitiés, such as.
te:ts of systems to find and track ob-
jects, and banned activities, such as

s | the evejopmeu& and testing o! actual
or their

to draw a lm :

vi

esf deut Reagan greeung

T ers from 1984 camyal
terday in the East me of l.hc Wlnle Hmlsm The Presi

al'meeﬂng yes-
ent’s schedule for

[ the day also included an hﬂerview with news agency reporters at which he
discussed topics including the case of the K.G.B. officer Vitaly Yurchenko.

The New York Times/Jim Wilson

of forcing Lhe White House to lift d\e

sive forces and agree ta develop and
deploy systé

; to limit all deve(opmenl
in, subcomponents of tmck-

ing sysien.s\ or_ W S s,

9 Proposing qman e naﬁtm! be

able to develop and test in agreed
ways, but that no weapons or systems
could be deployed before ong side gave
notification and delage? eployieat
for an agreed numl

Itis not clear that Soviet thmkmg has |}

gone even that far. Thus far, Soviet

Geneva' have yet to

! necessa) tmental and ex-
pert homework for anything except a
cosmeuc gesture for a_joint comm
qué at Geneva.

“We could come up with some fur:ﬁy
rhetoric for the communiqué if

- Soviets would g along with that, but

* not much else, said a key official in-
volved in the

Administrat] on omcxals ‘also stated

in
elaborate on Mr. Gorbachev’s public | pq
statement _that - scientific research
.wml.ld be allowed, or on statements
ther high Soviet officials that they
would be prepared to draw the line be-
tween permissible resean_h and pro-
‘hibited develppment a
A number of Adrnlnistration ficials
said théy wera hoping Moscow would
openup Llns line of negotiation as a way

Recent mtemews with Soviet o{ft—
cials ig Moscow, however, suggesfed
that Soviet éxperts had not done chh
homewoi of their own on how

about translating their desire for h

on defense into neggtiable treatyﬂzg
guage. They talked mostly about d
rations tg prevent the mnmanmtion of

outer spacq of 3, ments to npl
ding on defensive wéapo- , ideas-
lx:nkea an rtain to reject.

While they stated their willi
start regotiations ort drawin,

between research other
it seemed that they had not

much about exactly how to do that.

Positions on 1972 Treaty

The Administration position i9 that
research, development and testing of
defensive ‘Weapon:

ess to
“%’.?e

ctivitie
thou,

Moscow s posmon is lhat the !reatK
bans all forms of development of suc
weapons, and that it will not agree to
89 [cut s offensive forces until Wasl
ton agrees to bar all further develop-
ment of space-based defenses.

To add to the gloominess about an
arms conlml breakthrough at the sum-
mit me , decisions made in Mos-
cow- and ashmgton in recent days
have given a sour turn to the pré-
Geneva atmosphere. .

Arms for Nicaragua

Soviet leaders chose to parade Vitaly

Yurchenko, a senior X.G.B. officer who
apparently defected to the United
States several months 25\: only to re-
turn to Moscow, before the American

s are
the 1972 ABM treaty, and that both

Agency. As Adrmmstration officials

sides should proceed now to cut offen- {

noted, Moscow could have arranged to

public with assenians that he had been | bee

bring him back’home more quietly.

defense had not been looked at in any

The Admi added its own
negative signals by deciding to assert
at this time that nere had beena “‘ser}-
ous increase’ in Soviet shxpments of
arms to \hcara a via Cuba.

Mr. Reagan himself muddied the
snuanon further in his interview with
Soviet reporters. He used this oppor-
tunity to present a wholly new version
of his concept of space-based defenses,
(mym -that they would be deploged

after all nuclgar weapons had
been destroyed. Previously, he had
dpoken of a transition period in which
fenses would be phased in as offen-
sive forces were being phased out. The
White House spokesman, Larry
Speakes, has now called these Reagan
statements “‘impressions” that had
n misunderstood.

Administration officials stressed
that the ideas being discussed infor-
mally about compromises on strategic

tmental working group, or,

to their knowledge, among the most
senior officials. “We are not studying
trade-offs between S.D.1. and offensive
forces, or working up new definitions or
figuring out how to draw ines between
research and other activities,” said a
high-ranking: Administration ofﬂual

‘This official and all other officials in-
terviewed maintained that the Presi-
dent’s position xemxms, as always,
that the development of defenses must
go forward and that he is prepared to
share defensive technology with Mos-
cow through his new idea of open labo-
ratories and exchange of scientists.

They all said that it would be prema-
ture to go beyond this now. They all
said that no judgment had been méde
on when, if ever, it might no longer be
premature. But they all hastened to
add that they did not know what was on
Mr. Reagan's mind for sure.

WASHINGTON, Nov. 6 (UPI) —

', Following are excerpts from an inter-

view with President Reagan today by

United Press International, The As- -

sociated Press, Reuters and Agence
' France-Presse:

' The Geneva Talks

Q. Mr. President, Secretary Shultz
did give rather a bleak news confer-
ence in Moscow. He seems to have

2d. That tay or may not be true; you

wnay have private information other-

t i3 it 50, as do you think that
l‘he Sgviets are bemg hard-line? What
are your maximum and minimum
0&ls for this summit? What do you
reaily think you can get out of it?

A. Thaven't tried to pin it down to
success or failure, in terms of that
kind, We’re going to try and basically

" eliminate, or certainly reduce, the
distrust between our two countries.
We have to live in the world together,
and it is that distrust that causes the
problems and causes the situations in
arms negotiations.

I cited to our Russian friends when
they were in here the other day that
statement — it isn’t mine; I wish it
were — that statement that 1 read in

- the press the other day that summed
it up so succintly; that is, that nations
do ot distrust each other because
they are armed. They are armed
cause they distrust each other.

‘Star Wars®

Q. Do you think you can get any-
where near a semblance of an arms
agreement? Will you negouate “‘Star

‘ars” at all? Any

Well, I will present lhe same
thing that T told those others. My con-
cept of the strategic defense system
has been one that, if and when we fi-

nally achieve what our goal is, and
that is a weapon that is effective

against incoming missjles, not a

weapon system that is effective
- against incoming weapons, missiles.

: Then, rather than add to the dis-
trust m Lhe world and appear to be
potential for a first strike
by Hhins b lmplemenl my concept
1 has always been that we sit down with
H the other nuclear powers, our allies
and our adversaries, and see if we
cannot use that weapon to bring about
the elimination — of that defensive
system, for the ehmmation of nuclear
weapons.
And that certainly I will discuss
there, and try to lmpress upon them .
how firmly we believe in this. I don’
¢hink the negotiation of facts and ﬁg-
ures about which weapons and how
many and numbers and so forth in
weaponry should take place at the
sumimit, 1 think that belongs where
‘¥e've already put in, and that is with
the arms control negotiators that are
aiready in Geneva. That's their kind
of figuring that should go on. We
shouldn’t be doing that, with all of the
things we have to discuss at the sum-
mit meeting.

At that meeting, there are a num-
ber of thmgs some of them I hinted at
the speech at the U.N., regional situa-
tion. In other words, the guide tools l
say eliminate the distrust.

Interview With Russians

. Mr. President, if I could pursue

+ the 8.D.1. a little bit more, Consider-

ing what you told the Soviet journal-

ists when they were here last week,

there seews (0 be some discrepancy

between your cowiients to them and

‘ your cominents today about what the

conditions for deployment would be.
Could tru explain x( to us naw?

| ause I've already ex-

L ;lamed that to the allm at the United

Nations and this was the first mis-
vmdex :tandmg that 1 have seen about
vit, the franscript of
that mter‘dew and I mentioned it
three or four times through there, in
the transcri

And

someone just Jumpe\i to’
a false conclusion when they s
gested that I was giving a veto tg t.he
oviets over this. That in other words,
if that thing that I just described 0
you, that m ook place and we

~ - struck out; coming back empty-hand. -~ couldn’t 1ﬁel satis! aeuqu, that I would

say, we'll can’t depl defensive
system. I cquldn t ﬁnd anyplace that
was anything but an erroneous inter-
pretation of wha: I've been saying.

Obviously, if this took place, we had
the weapon — I keep using that térm;
it’s a defensive system —we had a de-
fensive system, and we could not get
agreement on their part to ehmlnata
the nuclear weapons, we would have
done our best and, no, we would go
ahead and de&loy it.

But, even though, as I say, that
would then open us up to the charge of
achieving a capacity for a first strike.
‘We don’t want that. We want to elimi-
nate things of that kind, and that’s
why, frankly, I think that any nation
offered this under those circum-
stances that I've described would see
the value of going forward. Remem-
ber, the Soviet Union has already
stated its wish that nuclear weapons
could be done away wit]

Deployment of the System

Q. You said, you say today that you
kuld 0 ahead with deployment if
had the system and there weren't
mlemauunal agreerent on mutual
deployment. The other day, you said
WOl 0 ahead, eplo ment
would be only on condition of what
you called disarmament. This was
understanding on whoever's part, it's
used a lot of confusion. Does that
disrupt your negotiations with Gorba-
chev, and what, can he expect when
you have sajd this to his journalists
gnr‘g m)w you're telling us somet.hmg
ifferent
A, Nu' I'm not telli somelhmg
different. 1'm saying that, reading
that transcript of what I told to the

identified but {u guess whoitis,”
who had a bac] gro\md riefing for re-

porters, and he said that the impres-
sion that the American delegation oi‘
during the recent, this weekend’s
talks in Mo: was that My, Gorba-
chev was concerned that U.S. poli
was influenced by a small cucle of
anti-Soviet extremists. Now, if Mr.
Gorbachev said that to you mnal-
how ‘would you respond, Presl

A. ! ould respond with the truth as -

clearly as I could enunciate it. This is

e of the T.hmis that I talk about,
feel with regard to distrust; that the
Soviet Union tends ta be distrustful
and suspici that s are pre-
sented to then) are perhaps conceal-
ing some ulterior motive, And I want
to discuss with him the record, our
own record, that if this were true, that
the United Statés were guided
some desire to one day assault the
Soviet Union, why didn’t we do it
‘when we were the most powerful mili-
tary nation on earth, right after
World War I11?

Our military wag at its height; we
had not had the great losses, in the
millions, that the other nations had

, Wi d been there longer. Our
industry was intact; we hadn't been
bombed to rubble like the rest of
them. And we were the only ones with
the ultimate weapon, the nuclear

weapon.

‘We could have dictated to the whole
world. But we didn’t. We set out to
help the whole world. And the proof of
it is today that our erstwhile enemies
— and there could never been more
hatred in the world than the one be-
tween the enemies of World War 1T
and ourselves — they are today our
staunchest allies.

yet here is a former ally —
there are Americans buried in the soil
of the Soviet Union, side by side
against these same enemies. So I
think we can prove by the record that
any fair-minded person would have to
see that we did not have expansion-
ism,in mind.

And on the other hand, to point to
him why we are concerned about
them, that their expanionist policy is
very evident. The gunfire hasn’t

smpped ro( a moment in Afghanistan,
e all the other spots

where Lhey or lhevr surrogate troops
are in there. So this is my , that I
he'sa

And in every one of the three inci-
dents, ve insisted on and did secure
the last word, the final meeting with
each one of them to make sure that

man, and there’ s every indication
that he is, would see if we both want
peace, there'll be peace.

View of Gorbachev

Q M P ident, t, your remark that
lyrmthmk ? ‘bachev is a reason-~
able map brings me to another ques-
tion. I dssume that you hxve?)een
doing a lot of reading about Mr. Gor-
bachev the man, Gorbachev the
lgader of the Soviet Union, and even
perhaps you've seen some wdeotapes

ol him in action. What sort Lé)o—
at

nent do you expect to face across
table Geneva?
A. d think that any Soviet

leader who reached the office that he
holds would be a formidable oppo-
nent. ll he does not subscribe to the
party. philosophy, he wouldn't be in
that position.

. TheSoviet Spy

- Q. Mr. President; this Yurchenko
case is very puzzling, baffling to
everyvne

Q Is it baffling to you?

Q And also — yes? — have you or-
dered the investigation of the C.LA.
and have you gone even fur-,
lher to order an investigation of han-
dling by any agei:cy by defectors per
se? :

Well, right nyw, the Justice De-
partment 'is lnvesufganng the LN.N.
or LN.S. I edved incl-
dent down in New Orleans to see what
led to all of that. [ have to say, that
coming as they do together, these
three particular incidents, you can’t
rule out the possibility that this might
have been a deliberate ploy or ma-
nuew:r

ou had three separate indi-
viduals m three different parts of the
world who defected and then recanted
and of their own free will said they
wanted to return to the Soviet Union.

they t the;
were welcome here, that we would
provide safety and sanctuary for
them there in the United States. And
inevery incident, that was repudiated
and we had to say that of their own
free wills, as we could see, that what-
ever reason they wanted to go back.

Theories on Yurchenko

Q. So were we had by Yurchenko?
Was he not a true defector, and is this
a sort of a disinformation plan

A. Wel, as I say, you can't, there's
no way lha; you can prove that isn't
s0. On the other hand, there’s no way
that you can prove that it is. So you
just have to accept, we did our best in
view of their expressed desires and
then they did what other defectors be-
fore them have not done and they, oh,
here and there there’ve been one or
two that went back.

can't rule out personal de-
sire, homesickness, whatever - it
might be. I'm sure that, as it has been
suggested by some in dxscussmg this,
that people who go through that must
be under quite some strain. It must be
a traumatic exiwnence to step forth
from the land of your birth, denounce
it and say you want to live someplace
else. in another country.

But there's no way to establish; ei-
ther they honestly did feel that they
wanted to defect and then chan
their minds or the possibility is there
that this could h.ave been a deliberate

oy.

. It sounds uke you're leanis to-
ward the latter, that there has
something very systemat

A. No, I just, maybe I spem more
time explaining why 1 didn’t thi
you could rule that out.

Q. But you said at the outset that
+there seemed to be a deliberate —

A. No, no, no, I said there is this
suspicion that has been voiced by
more people than me

Q But you don't agree wnh the sus-

cior
P A. - And, all I have to said is, we

]ou:?llsts. someone has jumped to
erroneous

find anylhmg in there, maybe it's be-
cause 1've talked about this with so
many individuals, as I've said at the
U.N. and all, that maybe having more
ofan nnderstandmg of it, I'see it more
clearly than others mlgh! But I have
not, and I've had others now look at
this transcript, and they don 't get that
interpretation, that I'm any-
‘one a veto over this defensi ve system.
r. President, it seems that in
recent weeks you have more
flexible in the way that you have
talked about the S.D.1. You have not
said that it couid not be a ba. aining
mp, as you used to say very often ve-
e. Are you more flexible? Do you
want your message fo be seen as
mom ﬂexxble? Is there room for com-

A. Weu this is the point where flex-
ibility, I lhmk is not involved. The de-
mands that have been made on us al-
ready with regard to arms control are
that we stop the research and any ef-
fort to create such a defensive sys-
tem. And I have said that there's no
way that we will give that up, that this

means too much to the world and to
the cause of peace, if it should be pos-
sible to have an effective defensive
system.

Attitude Toward Soviet
Q. Mr. President, Secretary Shultz

held a press conference in Icéland to-
day on his way back to report to you,

Reagan Says Russians Couldn’t Veto ‘Star Wars’

Continued From Page 1

plain that future Presidents would face
the issue of deploying a strategic de-
fense, and he has stated his determina-
tion to preserve that option for his suc-
cessors,

In an interview with Soviet journal-
ists that was issued Monday by the
White House, Mr. Reagan appeared to
say that a missile defense would not be
deployed until the United States and
the Soviet Union first elfminated their
offensive nuclear weapons. In doing so,
he seemed to provide the Russians with
the power to veto deployment of an
American system, which they have
staunchly opposed.

Mr. Reagan said then that the defen.
sive system would not be deployed until
the United States and ofger nations

with nuclear arsenals sit down and

“see if we cannot come to an agree&
ment on which there will be

ment only if lhere s ehmin,ation of
nuclear weapons.”

Today, in an interview with repre-
sentatives of four major news agen-
cies, he repeated that consultations
with other nuclear powers were needed

and with him was a senior official, not
|

11 Appr

before depioyment to allay concerns

oved For Release 2010/09/13 :
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that the United Staxe; was seekmg a
first-sirike ability, that is by maintain-
x? offensive nuclear weapons while
adding 2 _defensive shield.

But ne said such talks would not
amount to veto authority, saying that if
noagreeinent was reached on eliminat.
.ing nuclear weapons, “we would go
ahead and deploy it.”"

Speaking to reporters before the in-
terview, Mr. Reagan was even more
adamant. Asked if he was dgmng Mo&
Cow a veto over American deployment
hesaid, “Forgive me if Isay, heil no. "

Meets Gorbachev Nov. 19-20

The interview was one of the Presi-
dent’s last before he meets in Geneva
on Nov. 19-20 with Mikhail S. Gorba-
chev, me Soviet leader.

Previ the my
said there was "every mdlcatlon" that
Mr. Gorbachev was a ‘“‘reasonable
man,"” who could be persuaded that the
United States lacked expansionist in-
tentions ‘which he said Moscow has dis-

!.

He said he still planned to raise con-
‘cern about 50v|et human rights viola-
tions at the
will not be on the agendai He said the
decision to allow Yelena G. Bonner, the
Soviet dissident and wife of Andrei D.

Sa.kharvv, out of the country for medi-
cal treatment was “long overdue.””
White House officials had insisted
after Mr. Reagan’s original comments
w Sovlet journalists that he was not de-
from his long-held position on
1he d lefense system. Insleadpos they said
he was envisioning a ““transition peri-
od"’ after the development of a shield in
which nuclear powers could agree to
scrap offensive weapons. The defen-
sive system could then be made avail-
able mU:LU the nations. including, the
ion,

Misunderstood, He Said

Mr. Reagan made that point today
while suggesting that his earlier state-

ments had been *misunderstood.”

. Outlining his proposal to devels
protection against incoming missi es.
the President said:

““Then, rather than add to the dis-
trust in the world and appear to be
seekxngm potential for a first strike
g to implement, my concept

has always been that we it down with | overthrow

the other nuclear powers, our allies and

even though four adversaries, and see if we cannot
Soviet omc‘lals have sald the md\»gel: use

that weapon (0 bring about the
elimination — of that defensive sys-
tem, lor the elimination of nuclear

Weapons
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'Excerpts From Reagan’s Interview With RepdrtersFrom News Agencies

just have to live with it. Because
there’s no way we can prove or dis-
prove it.

Data Givento C.IA,

Q. Do you think that makes the in-
formation that he did give the C.L.A.
worthless or perhaps even — you
know, that it was misinformation?

A. Well, actually, the information
that he prvvlded Was not an;
new or sensational. It was pretty
much information already kaown to
the C.LA.

Q. 0h, real.ly?So(hat would tend to
support your thought, that perhaps
this whole thing was cooked?

A. 1f you want to take it that way.
1'm not going to comment on that one
way or the other.

). Would you say you're per,nexed

A. Yes, I think anyor.e is perplexed
by this. I think it's awfully easy for
any American to be perplexed by any-
one that could live in the United
States and would prefer to live in Rus-
sia.

Yelena Bonner

Q. Are you encouraged by Yelena
Bonner being allowed to have medi-
cal treatment in the West, or do you
think it’s just something to defuse the
issue before the summit?

A. T don’t know, but I welcome it.
+1t's long overdue, and we're pleased
to see it happen. Let me point out
also, this does not mean that human
righl-i will niot be a subject for discus-
sion. They will very much so,
They’re very importait {o the people
of our country and in their view of a
relauons}up with the Soviet Union.

But I don’t think that it is profitable
to put things of this kind out in public
where any change in policy would be
viewed as a succumbing to another
power.

Weinberger and Qaddafi

Q. Is Weinberger trying to sabotage
the summit? are you trying to
overthrow Qaddafi? [Laughter.]

A. Oh, let me —

Q. One at a time. [Laughter.]
Let me simply say no. Secretary
inberger isn't trying o sabotage

hing of the kind. He's been most
he pful in all of the meetings that we
have had on this. And all of the talk
that we unhappily read about feuds
and so forth — again, this is a distor«
tion or misinterpretation of my desire
for what I have always called Cabi-
net-type government, where I want
all views {o be frankly expressed, be-
cause I can then make the decision
better if I have all those viewpoints.
And the fact that we have debate and
discussion in that iegard, in that way,
should not be construed as feuds
battles and so forth. I want all sides.
Q. You want it — it’s O.K. in the
ublic? It s OK.in pubnc and on the
ront page

A. Not the way it's been portrayed
on the front page. It has been por-

trayed. N

Q. He was quoted.~
‘ell, but it had been portrayed
not in the sg:eré: in which I just spoke
ul lt It has been portrayed as anim

d anger so forth. And it isn’ t
lhat kind. It's the devil-advocate type
g where I hear all sides.

Now with regard to Qaddafi, let's
just say we don't have a very per-
sonal relationship.

at? Were yw gomg to try to
him indirectly?

A. No, we — no comment on —

Q. No comment on are you trying to
qven.hmw him?

. No. I zever like to talk about
any!hms that might be dping — being
done in the name of intelligence.



